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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) E3 Claim(s) 8-10 is/are allowed. 

6) G3 Claim(s) 1-7.11.12.15-17 and 19-26 is/are rejected. 

7) D- Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendments, filed 4/19/2007, have been fully considered and 
reviewed by the examiner. The examiner notes the cancellation of previously submitted 
claims 14 and 18 and the addition of new claims 19-26 in the reissue application. 
Claims 1-13, 15-17, and 19-26 are pending. The examiner notes the amendment to 
claim 16 and therefore the 35 USC 112 rejections has been withdrawn. Also, the 35 
USC 102(b) rejection of claims 16 to 17 has been withdrawn in view of the amendment 
to require a elastic polymeric substrate. 

2. The examiner notes the petition, filed 3/6/2007, to comply with provision 37 CFR 
147(a) for unavailability to execute the declaration. The petition is currently under 
review. 

Additionally, the examiner notes the signature of the legal representative on 
Behalf of a deceased inventor, including the supplemental sheet to satisfy 35 USC 1 17. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 4/1 9/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The applicant has argued that none of the reference discloses depositing 
parylene N on the polymer substrate and then depositing parylene C over the parylene 
N. Initially the examiner notes that claims 13, 15-17, 19-25 fail to require the argued 
layer arrangement. In particular, those claims either require a first layer of parylene N 
or a top layer of parylene C, but fail to require the two together. Therefore the 
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arguments are deemed to be not commensurate in scope with those claims and 
therefore deemed moot. 

With respect to the remaining claims, while the examiner agrees that such a 
teaching is not explicit, it remains the examiners position, that taking the references 
collectively, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to first deposit 
parylene N and the subsequently deposit paryfene C, including an intermediate graded 
layer, with a reasonable expectation of successfully providing a parylene film with the 
desired properties. The prior art can be modified or combined to reject claims as prima 
facie obvious as long as there is a reasonable expectation of success. In re Merck & 
Co., Inc., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375. 

The applicant has argued that the combination of parylene N and C is 
unexpected because the parylene N has a particularly high bonding properties and 
parylene C has high chemical resistance properties. These unexpected results are 
unsupported by any factual evidence on the record. Additionally, the argument is not 
found convincing because such an argument is not commensurate in scope with the 
claims, wherein the claims fail to specifically require any degree of bonding strength or 
any degree of chemical resistance properties. It is also noted that Lee clearly discloses 
applying a first parylene layer, a transition layer, and a second parylene layer, wherein 
Lee discloses varying the composition of the parylene layer during deposition, the 
properties of the composition can be altered and such a configuration the "mechanical 
strength of the thin film can be tailored to suit the individual needs of the user." 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, in view of the 
teachings of Lee, to have provided the polymer composition and layer formation that 
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suits the desired needs with a reasonable expectation of success, including providing a 
parylene N layer on the bottom and a parylene C layer on top, including an transition 
layer that is graded to provide a parylene thin film layer with the desired properties and 
mechanical strength. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 3/12/08 is in 
compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .97. Accordingly, the information disclosure 
statement is being considered by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. . 

6. Claims 1-7, 11-13, 15-17, and 19-26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent 5879808 by Wary et al in view of US Patent 5075174 by 
Pyle, JP 04-173848, and US Patent 6140456 by Lee et al. 

Wary discloses deposition of parylene protective layer by vapor deposition on 
polymeric substrate and annealing the parylene layers (Column 4 and Column 7, lines 
45-55). Wary discloses providing an adhesion-promoting layer on the substrate prior to 
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deposition of the parylene layer (Column 5, lines 50-54). Wary discloses depositing the 
parylene on silicone rubbers and keypads (Column 4). 

Wary fails to discloses precleaning the substrate or annealing in the presence of 
a vacuum. However, Pyle discloses that precleaning polymeric substrates is effective 
prior to depositing parylene vapor deposition coatings thereon (example 2). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Wary to use the precleaning on the substrate as suggested by Pyle to reap 
the benefit of providing a surface for vapor deposition of parylene as well as a clean 
surface. Furthermore, JP '848 discloses that annealing parylene film in a vacuum 
improves adhesivity and hardness of the film (abstract). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Wary in 
view of Pyle to use the anneal in a vacuum as suggested by JP 04-173848 to reap the 
benefit of providing a parylene surface with improved adhesivity and hardness. 

Pyle discloses applying Parylene N, C, D and mixture therefore are effective for 
coating electrical equipment to reduce outgassing and prevent attraction of airborne 
particles thereto (Column 2, line 24 - Column 3, line 5). However, the references fail to 
disclose applying a first layer of a first parylene polymer followed by a second layer of a 
second parylene polymer, different from the first. However, Lee, teaching of a method 
for vapor depositing parylene films, discloses varying the composition of the parylene 
layer during deposition, the properties of the composition can be altered (Column 22, 
line 60 - Column 23, line 17). Lee discloses depositing one parylene layer at the 
substrate surface and then changing the composition by ceasing the delivery of a first 
precursor and starting the delivery of a second precursor and also depositing 
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subsequent different layers. Additionally Lee discloses forming a gradient layer 
between to parylene composition by gradually changing the precursor during deposition 
(Column 22, line 60 - Column 23, line 17). Therefore it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to coat the substrates with parylene N, C, D and mixture 
therefore to achieve the advantages as taught by Pyle and additionally it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a first parylene layer and a 
second parylene layer, including a gradient layer, to provide varying properties of the 
deposited film as taught by Lee. 

Regarding providing a parylene N layer and then a subsequent parylene C layer, 
Pyle explicit discloses parylene N and C and mixtures thereof and Lee discloses 
providing a first parylene layer and a second parylene layer, including a gradient layer, 
to provide varying properties of the deposited film. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, taking the references collectively, to first 
deposit parylene N and the subsequently deposit parylene C, including an intermediate 
graded layer, with a reasonable expectation of successfully providing a parylene film 
with the desired properties. Please note that the test of obviousness is not an express 
suggestion of the claimed invention in any or all references, but rather what the 
references taken collectively would suggest to those of ordinary skill in the art presumed 
to be familiar with them (In re Rosselet, 146 USPQ 183). 

Regarding the claimed temperature, time and thicknesses. It is the examiners 
position that such parameters are clearly result effective variable within the skill of one 
ordinary in the art. Too little time and too low a temperature will result in an incompelete 
anneal and the thickness of each layer will determine the overall parylene layer 
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thickness. Therefore it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to determine the optimal value for the temperature, time and 
thicknesses used in the process of Wary in view of Pyle, JP 04-173848 and Lee through 
routine experimentation, to impart the parylene layer with the desired properties. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claims 8-10 allowed. 

8. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: None of the prior art cited or reviewed by the examiner alone of in combination 
teaches the multiple steps of cleaning prior to depositing the parylene layer. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID TUROCY whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2940. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00, No 2nd 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Timothy Meeks can be reached on (571) 272-1423. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/David Turocy/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



/Timothy H Meeks/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



